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re pending in the application 



7. □ This application has been tiled with informal drawings which are acceptable fo 
nutter is Indicated. 

I. □ Allowable subject matter having been indicated, formal drawings are required ir 



are rejected. 

are objected to. 

_ are subject to restriction or election requ 
imination purposes until such time as allows 
ponse to this Office action. 
These drawings are Q acceptable; 



9. □ The corrected or substitute drawings have been received on 
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has (have) been ["""] approved by the examiner, [""""J disapproved by the examiner (see explanation). 
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12. □ Acknowledgment is made of the claim for priority under 35 U.S.C. 119. The certified copy has Q been rec 
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Art Unit 335 

The following is a quotation of the first paragraph 
of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written descrip- 
tion of the invention, and of the manner and pro- 
cess of making and using it, in such full, clear, 
concise, and exact terms as to enable any person 
skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with 
which it is most nearly connected, to make and use 
the same and shall set forth the best mode con- 
templated by the inventor of carrying out his 
invention . 

The specification is objected to under 35 U.S.C. 
112, first paragraph, as failing to adequately teach how 
to make the invention, i.e. failing to provide an 
enabling disclosure. 

Applicant's invention involves the interaction of 
several systems which are highly complex in nature, each 
with its own control system and protocol. The software 
program necessary for the coordinated interaction of 
this group of systems would be a highly complex one and 
its construction cannot be construed as a simple task. 
The objection is raised because Applicant has not 
supplied the program or flow charts to implement the 
programming of the microprocessor necessary to perform 
the claimed function. 

Claims 7-9 and 12-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
112, first paragraph, for the reasons set forth in the 
above objection to the specification. 

Claims 13-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, 
second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to 
particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject 
matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

Claims 13-15 are indefinite because the term "said 
last defined means" lacks positive antecedent basis. 
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The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103 which 
forms the basis for all obviousness rejections set forth 
in this Office action: 

A patent may not be obtained though the invention 
is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the dif- 
ferences between the subject matter sought to be 
patented and the prior art are such that the sub- 
ject matter as a whole would have been obvious at 
the time the invention was made to a person having 
ordinary skill in the art to which said subject 
matter pertains. Patentability shall not be nega- 
tived by the manner in which the invention was 
made . 

Subject matter developed by another person, which 
qualifies as prior art only under subsection (f) 
and (g) of section 102 of this title, shall not 
preclude patentability under this section where the 
subject matter and the claimed invention were, at 
the time the invention was made, owned by the same 
person or subject to an obligation of assignment to 
the same person. 

Claims 7-9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 as 
being unpatentable over Goldman et al in view of Heidary 
et al, Shah et al and Curtin. Goldman et al teach an 
ophthalmic laser device which can produce an operating 
beam in the ultraviolet spectrum. Heidary et al teach a 
scanning device for a laser cutter which allows rec- 
tangular area of scan which can be reduced or increased 
in size. Shah et al teach multiple area scans. Curtin 
et al teach an ophthalmolog ical device for recurving the 
cornea which includes microprocessor control, limiting 
the recurving area and body engagable means for securing 
the eye. This merely requires the inclusion in the 
device of Goldman et al the well-known scanning pattern 
generator, multiple scan device, and body engagable 
means as taught by Heidary et al , Shah et al and Curtin, 



respectively. Hence, it would have been obvious to one 
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of ordinary skill in the art to combine these old and 
well-known teachings to produce a device such as 
claimed . 

Claims 12, 13 and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103 as being unpatentable over Goldman et al in view of 
Heidary et al and Davi. The teachings of Goldman et al 
and Heidary et al are those iterated previously in the 
rejection of claim 7. Davi teaches excising tissue 
using a device which employs circular scans and is under 
microprocessor control and deactivates the beam between 
scans. This merely requires the substitution of a cir- 
cular scanning step as taught by Davi into the device of 
Goldman et al and Heidary et al . Thus, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill to combine these 
old and well-known teachings to produce a device such as 
claimed . 

Claims 14-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 as 
being unpatentable over Goldman et al in view of Heidary 
et al and Davi as applied to claim 12 above, and further 
in view of Karp. Karp teaches producing circular cuts 
in the cornea which can be solid or broken lines. This 
merely requires the inclusion of a further step of 
deactivating the laser while the device is making a 
circular cut. Hence, it would have been obvious to the 
ordinarily skilled artisan to combine these old and 
well-known teachings to produce a device such as 
claimed . 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is 
considered pertinent to applicant's disclosure. 
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Waring teaches the ineffectiveness of circular cuts 

in keratotomy procedures . 

Any inquiry concerning this communication should be 
directed to David Shay at telephone number 703-557-3125. 
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